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_ NOTE: Attachment 1 of this
i document is CONFIDENTIAL
, JUN 28 B83 , ' - and should not be made
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SUBJECT: - Enforcement of National Emi381ons Standard for

lFROM: “Michael S. Alushin

Vinyl Chloride ‘ ;%/ A/ ;z £

Acting Assoc1ate Enforcement Counsel for Air

Edward E. Reich, Director Oefm )
Stationary Source Compliance Division :

TO: - Regional Counsels, Regions I-VI & IX

© Directors, Air and Waste Management Divzsions
Regions II- IV Vi .

Directors,; Alr Management Divisions |

Regions I, V, and IX

, In order to encourage consistency in enforcing the standards
governing emissions of vinyl chloride, 40 CFR Section 61.60 et

. seq., this memorandum summarizes our enforcement activity to

date and sets out some general guidelines for determining when

~enforcement action may be necessary.

History of Vinyl Chloride Enforcement

: So far, most -of the actions initiated by EPA have been to
enforce the relief valve discharge standard, Section 61.65(a).
Eleven cases have been referred to EPA HQ citing violations of
this standard, nine of which have been solely for relief valve
discharges. Of,these.utwo have been filed and concluded by

consent decree, three are ongoing filed actions, five have been

referred to the Department of Justice or U S. Attorney, and one
is under review in EPA Headquarters.

Enforcement of other portiona of the vinyl chloride
regulations has been limited. Two civil actions were filed in

‘1979 for failure to comply with the 10 ppm exhaust gas limitation

by the end of the two-year waiver period authorized in Section
112 of the Act. These actions were concluded by consent decree,
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Four other case referrals were never filed and are no longer:
active. Two of these were to enforce the 10 ppm standard, and
. the .other two cited various parts of the regulation, including
‘the stripping and reactor opening loss standards. '

éﬁidelines for Vinyi'Chloride Enforcement

. We do not wish to establish & rigid standard for what degree -
of -violations rises to the level of an actionable claim. However,
the following factors should be considered to determine whether.
action to enforce the relief valve discharge standard is warranted:

1) The frequency and size of the discharges. 'We-encourage
you to develop and refer enforcement actions where either or
both of these factors is significant. For example, one filed.
action invelved a total release of only 1,100 pounds of vinyl .
chloride but a large number (21) of violations, Another case
was referred for only two discharges where one of them was for

25,000 pounds.
St

. 2) Length.of time elapsed since most recent discharge. This
may be an indication of whether the source has solved the problems
which were causing the discharges. We have referred in the past,
and we will continue to refer, cases seeking penalties only for
past vioclations. However, you should place a higher priority on
. enforcement against sources which are continuing to experience:
discharges. - B Co o -

3) Violations of the reporting requirement. Section 61.65(a)
requires” a company to report the occurrence of any relief valve
discharge within 10 days. This requirement applies even if the
company claims that the discharge was not preventable and thus
not a violation. A few of the cases have involved failures to
report, and in{many instances EPA only learned of the discharges
through issuance of a Section 114 letter, We consider reporting
violations to be very serious, because our ability to enforce
the standard hinges directly on self-reporting. The existence. ,
of reporting violations should weigh very heavily in the direction
- . of initiating enforcement action. _ ‘ :

' 4) Need for, remedial measures. Even where the fre uencz'and
_size of discharges is relatively small, enforcement action should
‘be carefully considered if measures can be identified which EPA
believes will prevent future discharges due to the same causes.

5). State enforcement activity. Authority to enforce the’
vinyl chloride.standards has been delegated to many states. This
authority is concurrent with, and does not displace, EPA enforce-
ment autﬁority. IT a plant is located in a state where the
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program has been delegated, an initial contact with the state
should be helpful in determining whether EPA needs to initiate
enforcement. EPA should:be prepared to take action, however, in
any situation in which the state indicates it will not enforce
or fails to do so adequately and in a timely ‘manner,

We interpret the standard to establish & presumption that
any relief valve discharge 18 a viclation, with the company having
- the burden to show that. it was,preventable. Nonetheless, to be
in'a strong position to’litigate a case, the Agency ghould be
prepared to show that specific measures are available which
could have prevented the discharge, and that such measures were
not taken by the source.; : : :

A lztigation report forwarded to Headquarters should include,
at a minimum: : :

1) The date and size of each relief valve discharge including
those determined to be emergencxes.-' ‘

2) The Region's determination as to whether each discharge
is preventable, i.e., a violation.

3) An analysis of the cause of each diacharge. ‘Attachment 1
is an example of the technical evaluation of a company's discharges
which was included as an exhibit to a litigation report referred
toHQ ' - .

4) A description of remedial measures designed to prevent
the types of discharges which have occurred at the plant. As you
can see from Attachment. i, this is a logical complement to the
analysis of the cause of each discharge.

5) A prOposal for a minimum settlement penalty figure. -
Attachment 2 contains the informal guideline which EPA EQ has
been using to derive a settlement penalty figure to assign to
. relief valve discharges and to reporting violations. We would
appreciate your comments and suggestions, if any, of ways in
which these schemes can be’ lmproved

.-,‘x

. Depending on the level of detail contained in the 10-day .
report submitfed by the company, the Region may have to seek more
information using a Section 114 letter to properly prepare the
litigation report. Examples of ‘records which may be useful are
logs, written maintenance procedures, inspection manuals, incident
" reports, employee records (to show possible disciplinary action .
or failure to take such action), strip charts, etc. This is
potentially potent evidence, because it may reveal answers to such
questions as: L L . _ .

A
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1) Was the company following its own stéﬁdé:d Oﬁerating i
procedures? e : - R R

2) Did the company allow a discharge to occur in order to
preserve the integrity of the product and thereby save money?
(E.g., low grade resin is less profitable than high grade resin,
- ‘and this may affect operating decisions.) o o

3) ﬁid_the operatbfjfail to técognize upset conditions?
~4) Did the company fail to feplace deféctivefequipmenbi”jh~ DR .
~despite a prior history of problems? ' ' - :

+ 5) Did the company fail to analyze a recurring problqh?

6) Did the company perfofﬁ an engineering étudy (or retain a
consultant to do so) and fail to adhere to the study's C
recommendatiqns? F S '

‘ Attachment 3 is a sample Section 114 letter which was used
to develop the litigation report in cne of the cases referred to
Headquarters. s S e o

This discussion has focused so far on enforcement of the
telief valve discharge standard. We are also concerned that the -
Regions be consistent in enforcing other major provisions of the.
vinyl chloride standard, such as the stripping and reactor opening -
loss standards. As 2 legal matter, a single excursion of the
stripping or reactor opening loss requirement can.form the basis
of an enforcement action. Because a single plant can process -
thousands of batches each year, however, it becomes a policy
determination as to whether some level of violation will be viewed
as not warranting enforcement action. At this point, EPA HQ is
not prepared to give guidance on the appropriate threshold for
initiation of enforcement of these portions of the standard, .
primarily because we have very little information on the level.

- of compliance throughout the industry and no history of enforce-

- ment, One general observation applicable to these standards 1s

that, as with the relief valve discharge standard, the Agency
should strongly consider enforcement action if specific remedial.
" measures can be jdentified which will reduce or eliminate the

.- noncompliance. Also, the threshold for initiating the enforce-
‘ment process, e.g., issuing a Section 114 letter, should probably .
be less than for referring a civil action. ' ' o

We request your help in developing guidelines for enforcement
. of portions of tge vinyl chloride standard.other than the relief .
valve discharge standard. Specifically, we would appreciate
suggestions as to factors which should be used to determine when
-enforcement action should be initiated. We request, from each
Region, a summary for each source of the percentage and magnitude




B
I
Y :.“‘-e_‘ g

of violations of the str;ﬁbing and reactor opening loss standards
shown in the two most recent semiannual reports. In addition,
Region 1 has indicated a need for the information listed in
Attachment 4. We feel that such information can be valuable to
the extent that it can be gathered from existing Agency records

- without conducting plant inspections or issuing Section 114 -
letters. This information should be submitted to Richard Biondi
of ‘the Stationary Source Compliance Division by July 29, 1983.

1f you have aﬁy quésﬁions about this memorandum, please'
contact Elliott Gilberg of.the Office of Enforcement Counsel (FTS
382-2864) or Mr. Biondi (FIS 382-2845). :

>

Attachments . B

cc w/attachments:

' NESHAP Contacts, Regions I-VI, IX
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ATTACHMENT 2
PENALTIES FOR VINYL CHLORIDE RELIEF VALVE DISCHARGES

- Penalty Assesged for Each Discharge

'Poﬁﬁds of Vinyl Chloridg ﬁéie;sed ' 'Pe;aitz
| 0 - 1000 R : $ 1000
1- 2000 - 2000

2-3000 . O 3000
3-4000 . 4000

4 - 5000 © . - - 5000

5 - 7500 . 10,000

7500 - 10,000 15,000

10 - 12,500 ' 20,000

over 12,500 SR . 25,000

Other statutory bases forfmitigation'méyapplg - :
e.g., economic impact of the penalty on the business

Ny






PENALTIES FOR RELIEF VALVE DISCHARGE REPORTING VIOLATIONS

Loz

1) Failure to\report dffcharges of 10 pounds or less:.
$2500/discharge . | |

-~

,n
2) Failure to ~report discharges greater than 10 pounds
$25000/discharge '

Discounts for reporting voluntarily (i.e., not in
- Tesponse to 114 letter):

Within 6 months 80%
6-12 months . -. ‘65%
12-24 months. . 50%.
24 months . '25%
Over 24 months " 0%

‘Other statutory bases for mitigation may agply - e. g..f the
economic impact of the penalty on the usiness :

. ‘..
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/ i‘r William Wet.zel o,
dant Manager . - ‘ :
~ Hooker Chemical Canpany TR o S
_ Ruco Division - S _ ' . :
River Road o
B.n*lington, !‘aew Jersey 08016 I

Re: .Hocker Chemical Conpzny
Ruco Divisien -
Bm-._ington, New J_rsey Plant

Rl
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Daar 't-. Ve t...el

Section 11k of the CIean Ai.r Act, as amended, U2 U.S.C. §7414 ("the Act"),
authorizes the EPA Administrator {or his duly authorized delegate) to
require the submittal of certain inforration by emission sources to enable
EPA to determine their status of corpliance with an applicable standard -
promilgated pursuant to Sections 111 or 112 of the Act and with any require-
~ment of an irplenentaticn plan pursuant to Secticn 110 of the Act.

Pursusnt to Section 112 of the Act, regulations were promulgated at 40 CFR
§61.60 et seg. for the control of vinyl chloride emissions. These regulations,

. the Naticnal Emission Standard for Vinyl Chloride, establish certain require-
- ments which apply to plants which produce polyvinyl chloride. More specific-
&lly, these regulations set standards for relief valve discharges (0 CFR
- §61. 65(8.)). manual vent valve discharges (40 CFR §61.64(a)(3)), marual venting
- of gases (ko CFR §61. 65(b)(5)). and equipn'ent openings (40 CFR §61.65(b)(6)).

As the owner and/or operator of a polyvinyl chioride merufacturing facility
which is subject to the regulatory requirements of Sectien 112 of the Act,
the Hooker Chemical Corpany, Ruco Division ("Hooker") is hereby required,
pursuant to the authority of Section 114 of the Act and subject to the
sanctions set ont 4n Section 113 of the Act, to submit the information called .
for in Attachment I concerning relief valve discharges, marual vent valve @ °
. discharges, and other releases of vinyl chloride at 11:3 facility a.t River :
. Roag, Bur:l.hgtcn, New Jersey. . o

!'Ihis is to inform you that Hooker may, if it so desi.res, assert. a business
‘confidentiality claim covering all or part of the information being requested.
The claim may be asserted by placing on (or attaching to) the information,
at the time 41t - is submitted to EPA, a cover sheet, stamped or typed legend
or other suitable form of notice employi.ng lane;uaae such as "trade secnet.

..Sﬁ-iémltm*op/tt:xl-196:11/30/80 LA e o .
AP 2ATR-AF | 2ATR-AF ~  2RP-CE  2BE-GE  2BNF-DD.  2ENF

T TCZEL  GIACCONE - MOULTIROF- DVORKIN ° SCOLNICK  MORAIFS

- min omra k. L
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pmprietary " or cmparw confidentia.l. Allegedly conﬁdential portions
* otherwise non-confidential documents should be clearly identified by
ne business, and may be submitted separately to facilitate identification
andling by EPA. If Hocker desires confidential treatment only until a
ain date or until the occurrence of & certain event, the notice should
so stafe. Information covered by such cleim will be disclosed by EPA only
to the,extent and by means of the procedures, set forth 4in Subpart ‘B, Part 2,
ter I of Title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations (40 CFR 2. 201 et sed. .

If no ‘such claim accompanies the information when 1t is received by EPA, it may

be made available to the public by EPA without further notice to you.

This information must be submitted within 20 days from the receipt of this’
letter to Kenneth Eng, Chief, Air & Envirommental Applications Secticn,

Plaming & Management Division, at this address. In addition, any change

in the informetion rust be reported no later then 5 days after such change

occurs.. This continuing requireient to provide notificatian of changes in

the information covered by this letter will rsnain in errect until expressly
: temzinated in writing by this office, _

- You may address any qunstions conceming this matter to Samuiel P. I'bulthrop,
Esq., Enforcement Division, telephone mnnber (212) 2615-1196.

Si.ncerely yom »

Tuldio !'brales-Sanchez
Mrector
Enforcement Division

Attachment |

ec: Bruce L. Harrison . w/attachment
Capehard & Scatchard ‘ ' \ .

Edward J. ILondres . w/attachment

Assistant Director - = -

Bureau of Air Pollutien Oontml

New Jersey Department of Ewimmental
Protection

Mr. Raymond Abrénmitz' 3 " w/attachment
* Director of Hegtﬂ.atory Affairs -
Hocker Chem:lcal ccmpaw S

boer J. Menezel, 2 ATR-AF G . T .
* K. Eng, 2 Pi+-PA
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1. Please list the dates or alJ. reliefl ve.lve disoharges of v‘.‘l.twl chloride
g rpmer ("vm") subsequent to Oot.ober 21, 1978 &t the Hooker Chemical

R -\]’rﬂ,

Jersey (hereinai"ber "the plent") caused (solely or in part) by pmxrature
reilure of rupture disks, and‘ i‘or each such incident provide the following

infonratim‘ o

" a. The length of time the rupture disk was in serv:lce prier to 1ts
e | ‘ _

oA

failure. : - o
- b, The nami‘aotm-er of the disk.
:¢. The type of disk (the naterial out of which the disk was mde)
d. The corrective action 'taken immediately after the @tscharge in order
" to prevent subsequent mptm disk failures. '

-

,w‘
- .“-,4-

2. By letter of August 114 1979 from Raymnd Abramwitz or Hooker to Marcus
f..+¥Kantz of EPA Hooker reported that on the weekend of August n and 12, 1979
- 211 rupture disks mede of nickel at the plent were replaced with mpttme

:lfp

- disks made of nicke1 and tef'lon. Prior to August 11, 1979 how mequently

*'5

and on what basis were mptm disks replaced at the plant?

3. Subsequent to August 12, 1979 how n"equently and on n‘hat basis are
(or will) rupt\re disks (be) replaced at the plant?

K

' “.§ On what date did the Hooker C‘hemical Courpany rmier the terlon and nickel

Wye

_ rupture disks which were eubstituted for the nickel rupture disks on the
-Iweekend of August 11 amd 12, 1979?




5. Pléase’state'tm names lﬁ.nd.positims of:

b.

c.

7. a.

b.

'_t.henxptm'edisksonAugustllarﬂR,IQTQ. .,

The Hooke.r ofricia.‘ls or en'ployees who made the decisionl to replace
[

The Hooker officials or enployees whose Tecommendations oOr cpinions

were relied upoﬁ_to irake the"decision to repia.ce ‘the ﬁiptm*e disks. _'

Flease set I‘orth the reasons why the nickel mtmre disks were

replaced by the teﬂm ard nickel ruptlme disls
Fram ‘what source did Hooker 1ea:m of these neasom?

On what date aid the Hooker Chemical Conparw first learn of these

_reasms?

Are the teflon and nickel rupture disks now being used at the plant
nore expensive tha.n the nickel rupture disks pmviously used?
If s0, how mch nore emensive are 'the teflon and nickel rupture

disks th%._m fthe nic_kel rupture disks?

8. Why &1d Hooker not install the teflon and nickel rupture disks at the

plant pricr 1-,6 August 11, 19797

R

9. Has Hooker used tef'lon and nickel rupture disks at a.rw other plant which

At owns and vhich is subject to the requirements of 40 CFR §61 60 et seq.?.

10. If the answer t&. Questicn 19 18 yes, please state the name, type, amd

J.ocation of each plant which has used such disks and indicate the date on

wmch tellon and nickel rupture disks were ﬁrst used at each such plant

11. At the Burlingbdn plant does Hooker use dega.ssing techniques to control

pressure surges in the prepolymerizers ("prepos") and postpolymerizers ("

during reaction?

popos™)
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12, If the answer to Q.:esticn f11 is yes, plea.se provide the following

'.mf‘omatim' B

b.

v

"Ce
d.

- e

L.

’ o I L ’ e .; }
. - - I . ) 3 .i

Is the degassi.ng a part of the mnomer recovery process? |
If sa, describe the de@ss;.ns procedms and methods 1n~1ud1ng
the types of equ.ipnent used. . '
Is pressm released to surge tanks as part oi' the procedure? |
It‘so, what 1sthe capacityofeachsm-getaxﬂc?
Is de@ssing autonatic or mamal? B

On which polymrizers is de@ssing used?

‘13. In rega.rd to the teehﬁiques Rooker errploys to corntrol or prevent unexpected -

fetipef'gtmea:;dpr'essm'efieesmtr:epreposa:ﬂpopos:_ o ‘

a.

Q—“-". -

Describe the general equipmen!: and procedures used, including the
normal cmder of use. ) ‘
Are chemical shcrtstops used?

'II‘ chendcal shortstcps are used, list them and brieﬂy deseribe wmv
, they are erfective and the basis of their erfectiveness.

ir chemical shortstops are not used,

"_1. 'Descr:!.be th_e :‘-asons,' Af any, why Hooker is -mented rrom doing

i1. Describe the reasans, 11‘ any. wl-nr Hooker ehooses not to use . .

war

e sl-prtstops.

111 PleaSe describe the steps which uere taken mredj.ately prior to the

rollowing discharges of VCM 1n an eftort to prevent them:

-



8. The discharge from popo 38 on February 14, 19792

| b. 'I‘be disi:harge_tl‘lzun"p@o ka Sn_}!arch 14, 19797 ' ‘ :
( “ ‘€. The dischaigg rrcr; popo 3Aon June 24, 19797 - § o
15\. 4 In regard to the February 14, 1979 discharge from popo 38:
¢ | S e BRCI

" a. Wny did Hooker charge an excess of :lnitiator to the popo? |
b. What steps were taken to insure that f.he proper amomf; of initiator

: 16. -In regard to the March 111 1979 d.ischarge :Pmm popo J-IA what steps were

taken to insure that the experimental resin batch would not result in wncon-"
trollable pressu.re rises S.n the pcpo? | - )

-17. When experﬁmental gesins are‘to be produced at the plant, what.steps does
Hooker now take to insure that the proper amount of initiator is used?

1B | By letter of February 26. 1979 ﬁ*annaymmd @rmwitz of Hooker t6
Marcus Kantz of IEPJ!L Hooker reporteéd that on Februa;'y 19, 1979 500 'sa_.‘l.lons'of‘ |
 vinyl chloride were released upcn the cpening of the cutdoor gas surge tank
vhich feeds the lipc#nerato?; In regard to this release: - |

A_ a. Wnhat is the capat;ity of the‘surge tank? |
b. Describe 1n deta.tl the ptupcse and use of the tank.
c. When liquid nomany collects in the tank:

‘ 1. w_nt 1s 1ts ,approx!mte empésitim?
ot Is 1t norvally removed from the tam
144, . If so, why 1s. 1t removed from the tank? .
iv, How is it normally removed? Is it removed to cquipment,
préc_es_s, ete,, or is it normally m}eased to the ground?
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- d. Prior to the time of the release, had Hocker 1ssued any written or

: verhal !.nstmctions to appropriate p-ersormel conceming these pro-
.

cedures? . ..
. : ‘

— . ,Ir 80, please des ribe the mstmctions end prov:lde cc_rpies or a.mv

ur'itte.n :.nstmctio:ns o ~

.

t. Ha.d the personnel who released the VCM received the mstmctions

7 described above?

_ g‘.b. 'I.f so. please state when an:l in what form (written or verbal)

h. - Please state the name a.nd position of the personnel who released
the VOM. - |

1. mﬂ these pe:-soris follow their has'tructio:r:s in ‘opening the tank?

J. If they d.id not rollow :.nstructims, why did they not do 807

- K. Why did they open the ta:nk, :eleasing the VCM'.’
1. 'Hhat steps has Hocker taken to 1nsune that sueh diseherges do not

oceur in the mttme?

" m. FPlease state the hemes and positions of: -

' 3. maeHookerevployeesmopenedﬂaeoutdoorgassm'getm

447 The Hocker employees who supervised those doing go. o

Bﬁ letter of Febmenr 26 1979 Hooker eiso reported tmt on February 21 .

1979 100 gallons of vimrl chloride werereleased from two caustic scrubbers.

, In regard to these releases.

- vl g
o

o’ .o,

a. The February 26, 1979 states that the scmbbers were vented to :

allowthemtobeusedtoreceivevmnushesﬁmthedaytamt

o’

- \r.as this dore to clear the b'.lockase in the Teed li.nes m:m
themmxm-recoverysystemmdthedawtam '

e e e -
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Ce.
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u. .Hah many nushea were Tequired to clear the blockage" ‘
111.. Flease m.pp]g a ache:ratic diag,ram showirg the ﬂcw 1_1.nes,
. ~valves s and di.necticns of flcw involved 4n this flushing

‘process and in normal use of the equipment (inclu.‘xing the

day tank, the scrubbers, the manomer recovery systsn, ete.)

.'_,andexplainthepmceuure ST D .

What were the contents of the scmbbers at the time of thﬂ 'nelease?

Vhat steps, ir auv, were taken to reduce the quantity of ver 1n

the scrubbers before they were opened? .
What steps has Hcoker taken to vaevent recurrence of a similar

, 1.nc1dent? _

'Please state the names and positicns of:

4. . The Hooker cn-ployee's‘mo vented the ‘two scrubbers,
44, The Hooker employees who sﬁpewisec those ‘doin;s 'BO.

20. By letter of bmr T i979 from Harold Dubec of Hooléer'to Marcus Kantz
of EPA Hooker reporbed ‘that on !-hy 1, 1979 500 pounds of VOM were released
_manually ﬁ-an a vent ‘valve on popo 1. In: regard to this releasc. ,

&.

b.

\ -
Had the vent f1lter been cleaned an that day? If not, why not?
Had the degassing filter Hhich pmcedes the vent filter been cleaned |
and mspec.ted after the pnevious batc.h? 1w not, w}w not?

If anything musual resulted from the :.mspectims and c;leanings‘ I

described in a or b’ above,'plcase describe what occurred or what

was cbserved. . . .

| What steps had Hooker taken prior to this release 1n onrder to
pmvent pluaging of ‘I:he vent riltcr" '

b s —————————— o—— P |
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e. Wnat steps has Hooker taken subsequent to this nelease to prevent
mtuxe releases due to plugging of the vent filt.er-s a:: the plant? -

, I Please state the fames’ and positims of R
; 1. 'Ihe Hooker perscnnel who ma.rme.uy vented the YCM.
.

- 44, Ihe Hooker persomel vho SLpervised those doing s0.

21. In the May 7, 1979 letter referred to in, Q.:estion 20 Hooker stated

that written instmctions had been given to all producticn supervisim at

, the plant that "marmal vent valves are cnly to be used 4n conditions of

eme_rgemy when rupture disk operatim has ra:xled to ccntrol reaction

pressure.” .
a. . PleaSe' pmvﬁ.de a copy of these wr'itten ﬂnsti'uctiozls. '
b. -Do the instructions mean tha"c marmal vent valves ane to be used
only arter the rmpture disk set pressure has been su:passed and

the disk has mptumd or railed to n:ptm-e? Plea.se explain

-a, ® v,
L

‘2.2 By 1Etter or August 4, 1979 from Raymond Abra:wwitz of Hooker to

'l Marcus Kantz of EFA, Hooker reported that it had taken certain steps to

’ prevem: mltef valve discharges. In pa.rasr'aph #2 on page 2 of the

= August 111 1979 letter (Attachnent I(A)) Hooker asserted that it had
-1nc.reased its errorts "ﬁn the areas of inspection and maintenance." Please

’

‘ descr.tbe in deta:u those measures to which this parag,r-aph refers.

-t

23. By letter of Jamaxy 3, 1980 from Harold Dubec, 3r. of Hooker to

{
Marcus Kantz*or EPA Hooker mpor'ted that on January 27, 1980 300 pounds

of VCM had been mleasednmmany ﬁm&vent valye a)popo,hb. In

regard to this release:



a. Did the wpe:vism‘y arﬂ operating per-somel fonow the procedms
| 4rcluded n their instructions cited in Hooker's May 7, 1979 letter
o sm described” in Q.xesticn 217 T l |
v b. Subsequent to the diseharge what steps has Hooker tagken to prevent
| _subsequent sdmtiar discharges? . ' ' ‘

- 2bs _ By'].et‘ter‘ of Febn:ary 7, 1980 from Hax;old Dubec, Jr. of Hooker t‘o‘
Marcus Ka.ritz of EFA Hooker reparted that on Febma.ry 1, 19B80:49%0 pcu:ﬂs
of VCMwerereleased from the nor'th n:ptm'e disks an popo 1A. In regard

n’- e Wy

. to this discharge*
\

a. Hhat steps did Hocker take to insure that the proper amunt of
inttiator was used in the affected batch prior toleharg;.ng the
rea.ctccr? | | o |

b. Hhat steps has Hooker taken to prevent clogglng of the pressure

t

transmission lines at the plant?
c. Please state the names end positions of Hooker persomel who were

operating popo 1A at the ti.ue of the discharge

‘25; How frequently does Hooker plan to clean all pressure transrrﬁssim
lines at the plsnt? ' :
. 26. By letter of . Yareh 5, 1980 from Harold Dubec, Jr. of Hooker to

Mamus Kantz of EPA.}boker reported t&nt én January 21. 1980 3000 pourds of -
,me!werenamany released rrom popo ID. In repni to this -release. '

l a. Did the Hooker etrployees who were present when the popo was charged

follow prescribed pmcedures for charg!.ng the popo? -



IR L TS

" b.

.-
~ -

pi g the Hooker enployees did not follow prescribed procedures, which
procedures uere nat followed and which persan(s) I‘ailed to follow

the p:mcedmves? Please state each person 's name end positlm. -

C.

a.

a. -

9

f.

' II' the Hocker e:.rployees d.m follow prescribed procedures . have the -

rrocedures been chanaed to prevmt -3 mture discharge for the

sameorslm‘.l.ler:easa;s"'

_I.t‘ such procedxmes have been cha.nged describe how they have been

cmnsed

‘In rega:rd to the Jamaw 21, 19_80 discharge ﬁ'om'popo 1D:

v : , . . .
Please state the name of” the I‘oreman vho 1nstmcted the control

room operator to open the marmal vent valves. )

‘ Please state the name of the control Yoom operator who opened the

nanual vent va.lves.
Why wa.s th:ls discha.rge net recorded d.n the log book kept ﬂ.n the

Control Room of the resin facility at the plant?

when aid the control rocm operator first inform his super\risors »
other than the foreran, of the discharge? B
Please state the name(s) and position(s) of the supervlsor(s)
other than the forenan who the control TO0m operat_:or first .
When a4 the foreman first inform his supervisars of the
aischarge? o R | |

Flease st.ate the nsme(s) and position(s) of the supervlsor(s) who
theforemanﬁrs!:.info:med _ T




h.

k.

B e—

When diad the January a, 1980 discharge first come to the attention
or Harold ?. Dubec Managu' ‘:‘hv:lmmental Compliarce, Hooker

Chemical COrpa:m

Wy d.id the control room ope.r'ator and i‘orerran Gelay in reporting

the discharge to their sz.pervisors?

Prior to the January 21, 1980 discharge had Hooker mtmcted all

{

*

frmemn ard operators to report discharges mnediatehr?

‘On what date(s) were these instructions gim?

promptly reported?

Ny .

- What steps has Hooke taken to insure that all ﬁ:ttn‘e discha.rges are



ATTACHMENT 4

SurVey of Relief Valve and Manaul Vent Valve Dlscharges
o from PVC Plants

For each plant: - ; : o
AL Equipment iﬁformation

1. Number and size of reactors used (for each type
of resin, if known) . _ .

2. Number of batches per year (for each type of resin,-
if known) ‘

3. Age of plant
B. Discharge information
1. Number of d1scharges by year (1981 - 1983)
2, Size of each discharge
3. Frequency of three mosc common causes of discharges
for each plant (for each type of resin, if known) -
- e.g., operator error, maintenance error, batch

thickening, overcharging the reactor, water or
VCM meter failure, power failure premature rupture

: disc failure

Ve
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